
DaVidPaliotta nr, 
67% Schuyler Road, East Syracuse, NY 15057-1050 

-c u LUU5 

Senator Hillary Clinton 
US. Senate 
476 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 2051O-oOo1 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint E h r d  on Univenal ServiceCC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Clinton: 

I have ~ e r i o u ~  concerns regardi 

will& negatively impactedby theunfail.changepl.oposedby theFCC, 

As you k.ow,USFiacvnentlycollectedonarevenuebasis. Peoplewhousemorepay moreintothesystem. If theFCCchanges 
that system toa flat fee, that means that someonewhouaesone thoumud minuteaa monthof longdistance,payr thesame 
amount into thefundasromeonewhouses~erominutesof long distanceamonth. Const i tuentswhow theirlimitedr-urces 
wiselg should not be penalized fordoing so. 

Aflat  fee taxcouldcausemany low-volumelong distanceuserslikeetudents,p~epidwi~elelessusera,seniorcitirensandlow- 
income residential and mral consumers, to giveup their phon- due tounaffordable monthly increases on theirbills. Shifting 
thefundingburdenof theUSFfromhghvolume tolow-wlumeuseniis,adicalandunnecesnanl. Inaddition,itwouldhavea 
h i h l g  detrimental effect on small busineapes all across America. 
T b e K e e p U S F F a i ~ ~ i t i o n , o f  whichIamamember,keepsmeinformedabout theUSFissuewithmonthy newlettersandup 
todateinformation on tl.air-website,iacluding links toFCCinformation. WhileIamaware that federallawdoes not require 
companies torecover,or"~illong'thesefees totheircustomers,thereality isthat they do. Asaconsumerlwouldlikeensurel 
amchargedfairly. I f theFCCgoes toanumhn taxed,my servicewillcost more. Andaccording totheCoelition'srwent 
meetingswithtopFCCo~icialhthe~Chasplanstochangetoaflatfeeaystemaoonandwithout legislation. 

Iwillcontinue tomonitordevelopmentson theissueandcontinue tospreadthewordtomy community. Irequest y o u p s  
alongmyconce,nrtotheFCCon my behaltletting themknowhowaflat feetaxcoulddisp~opo~ionatelyaffect th-in your 
ronstituency. 

ThankyouforyourcontinuedworkandIlookforwardtohearingabout yourpositionon thismatter 

Sincerelg, 

the Federal Communications Commission; (FCC) position to change the Universal Service 
Fund(USF)collationmethod $ oamonthly flat fee. Many of you~conatituenis,indudingme,myLiends,family andneighbors 

David Paliotta 

CC. 

The Federal Cnmmunjcations.Gmmission 



i _-_ ---" 
Dave Shaw 
3156 Castleton Xing, Sun Prairie, WI 53590 

November 1,2005 11:05 AM 

Representative Tammy Baldwin 
U.S. House of Representatives 
1022 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, DC 2051 5-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Baldwin: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and wal consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the hnding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which 1 am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and 1 look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Dave Shaw 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 

. .  . 
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DEC 3 0 2005 Peggy Kennedy 
860 Caspers S t ,  Edmonds, WA 98020 

Senator Maria Cantwell 
U.S. Senate 
7 17 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Cantwell: 

1 have se..dus concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (F 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills, Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a hghly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fab,Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed ahout the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

, position to change the 

Peggy Kennedy 

. . .  ' :  ., 
1, , , 

cc: 
FCC General EmaiiiBox , , '  , 
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November 30,2005 11:33 PM 

Senator Debbie Stabenow 
U S  Senate 
133 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Stabenow: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the--- ' -' 

Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
'The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

'~ 

Sincerely, 

Cassie Baldwin 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 
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Gary Stockdale r'-.r' h & G , ' ,  %,?.>?.-.$.?! 

306 Seville Pointe Av. , Orlando, FL 32807 

November 1,2005 1055 AM 

Senator Bill Nelson 
U.S. Senate 
716 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Nelson: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF 6om high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Gary Stockdale 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



Senator Barbara Mikulski 
US.  Senate 
503 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Mikulski: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

John Plum 

cc 
The Federal Communicatinns Commission 



November 30,2005 1057 PM 

Representative Jerry Lewis 
US.  House of Representatives 
2 I 12 Raybum House Office Building 
Washington, r --0001 

L ederal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Lewis: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed ahout the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

1 wili continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing ahout your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Mary Kiste 

cc: 
FCC General Email Eox 



November 30,2005 10:32 PM 

DL..!~ Senator 1)urbin: 
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As WI ; , i ion,  USI' is currently col lccted on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. Ifthe 
FC( ' i.liaii:cs t1i:it system to a f la t  fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month oflong 
di I j L ' ~  :'.t! i. tlic xiiiic aiiioiiiil i n t o  11ie fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Ct l i l i i i . i i l s  1, / io  I ISC their liiiii1c.d lresources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A 11, 12c tits c w l d  cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid xireless users, senior citizens 
an,' ' i iw-inconie sesidcntial and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
th 
UI. 

Ti 2, 11 CSl: I ,iii Cu:tlItion, , ~ ! ' i \ I i ~ l i  I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
nt. :i;;rs :iid u p  to t1:ite iiifiniii:itioii on their website, including links to FCC information. While I amaware that 
fe, ' I  : i  I a n  ~ O C S  uut rcquirc C ~ I ~ / I , I I ~ I C ~  to recover, 01 "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
th. : , I  , I s  ;I ;oiis,iiiicr I \vod,! l ike ciisure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 

C. :hJ ai;onliii.; I,, .tic ' 'oalitiou's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
cl, L' M ri i1:ti ILU i p i ~ . i i i  suiw imd nilhout legislation. 

1 v. iui i t i i iuc I,, iiioiiitor i l cw lop i i i e i i t s  on the issue and continue to spread the word to my comunity.  I request 

e s c r i m ?  cmcurns  regardin: the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
m:il S m  icc Fund (USF) cullcction method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me. 

'I i d s ,  h i i i l y  wid neighbon. will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

bills. .S:,~li,,ig tlir lii i idiiig 1huili.ii of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
:c<-:,I y. 111 dditioii, it  \a o:dd hit\ e a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 

)I:? , , I >  i ' i m c ~ i i s  I O  i l i c  X ' C  on niy behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
1 ' :  ' $ w \ , s  c ~ ~ l l ~ l l l L ~ c l l ~ v .  

7, : ! LI lili~ >,ILII coI i I in i icd i\ ,) I  I< and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 
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Senator Barbara Boxer 
U S .  Senate 
112 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 9645 

Dear Senator Boxer: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed ahout the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing ahout your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

SFC RET DENNIS VAN METERSR 

CC' 

FCC General Email Box 



Senator Edward Kennedy 
US. Senate 
315 Russell Senate OfficeBuilding 
W a ~ h i n g t o n , E € ~ S l ~ ~ l  

SubjectRe:Fede~al-State Joint Boardon UnivenalServiiceCCDocbt 96-45 

Dear Senator Kennedy 

I have Serious concern8 regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal Service 
Fund (USF) mlledion method to a monthly flat f e e  Many of your Constituents, includiM me, my friendq family and neigbbom 
will be negative19 impacted by the unfair change proposed by theKC. 

148 you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue h i s .  People who use more pay more into the system. If the FCC changes 
that systemtooflnatfee,tbatmeanstbatsomeo~ewhouspj~ethou~ndminutesamoathoflongdiatance,payathe~me 
amount into theflmddssomeonewhousm zerominutesof longdistanceamonth Gmrtituentswhouse theirlimited resourcm 
wisely should not be penalized fordoing so. 

Aflat fee taxcouldcausemany low-wlumelong distanceuaera,likestudents,p~e~idwirelessuaers,seniorcitizensandlow- 
income residential and mral consumers, toaiveup their phones due  to unaffordable monthly i n m m  on their bills. Shifting 
thefunding burdenof theUSFfrom h~h~lumetolowvolumeusszsisradicalandunn~essary. Inaddition,itwoULdhauea 
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
TheKeepUSFFairCodition,of whichIamamember,kegameinformedabout theUSFissuewithmonthly newslettersandup 
todateinformation on theirwebPite.including l i n b  toFCCinformation. WhileIamaware that federallawd- not require 
companies to recover, or "pas along' these f- to their customers, the reality is that they do. Aa a consumer I would like ensure I 
am char& fairly If the FCC eoea to a nu&m tax&, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent 
meetingswithtopKCofficials,theFCChasplanstochangetoaflatfeesystemsaonandwithoutlegislation. 

Iwillcontinuetomonitordevelopmentson theisueandcontinue tospreadthewordtomy mmmunity. Irequest youyass 
along my concerns to theFCCon my behalf, letting them knowhowaflat fee taxcoulddisproportionately affect thosein your 
constituency 

~ a ~ k y ~ u f o ~ y o u * c o ~ t i ~ u e d w o ~ k a ~ d I I ~ k f o ~ a ~ d  tohearingabout y o u r p i t i o n o n  thismatter 

Sincerely. 

David Oldread 

CC. 

The Federal Communications Commission 



Michael Wolff 
506 W Madison Avenue , Milton, WI 53563-1134 

Senator Herb Kohl 
U.S. Senate 
330 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 IO-0001 

Subjec*,Re: Federal-State Joint Boiird on Universal Service CC Docket 9645 

Dear Senator Kohl: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I wiil continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter, 

Sincerely. 

Michael Wolff 
, :  

. ,  . , .  cc: 
FCC General Email Box 
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Senator Dick Durhin 
U.S. Senate 
332 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Durhin: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF 601x1 high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

regina Letkowitz 

cc: 
The Federal Communicatiors Commission 



November I ,  2005 11:04 AM 

Senator Me1 Martinez 
United States Senate 
3 17 Hart Senate Ofice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Martinez: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

William Fehr 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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Nwember 1.2005 ll:42AM 

Representative Judy B a e r t  
US. House of Reprwentatives 
1317 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, Dc 20515-0001 

Subject:Re.Federal-State Joint Boardon U n i v e d S e m i c e C C h k e t  96-45 

Dear Representative Biggert 

I have ~ e r i o u ~  concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (KC) poaition to change the Universal Service 

Fund(USF)collectionmethodtoamonthly flat fee. Many of yourconstituenta,includingme,myfriendSfamily m d n e u b r s .  
will be negatively i m y c t e d  by the unfair change proposed b y  theFCC. 

As8you know,USFiscurrently col lectedonarevenuebis .  Peoplewhouaemorepy moreintothesystem. I f t h e K C c h a n g e s  
thatsystem toaflatfee, that meansthatsomeonewhousesonethousandminutesamonthof longdistance,pys themme 
amount into thefundessomeonewhouses~e~ominutesoflongdi~tanceamonth. Gnstitueniswhouaetheirlimitedresourcce. 
wisely should not be F n a l i d  for doing SO. 

Aflat fee trucouldcausemaay low-volumelongdistanceuns,likestudents,pepaidwi~elessusera,seniorcitirensandlow- 
income residential and rural consumers. togive up their phones due to unaffordbble monthly increases on their bills. Shifting 
the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume usem is radical and unnece-iy. In addition, it would have a 

highly detrimental effect on small businesses all a c m ~  America 
TheKeepUSFFairCoalition,of whichlama member, keepmeinformedabout theUSFissuewith monthly newslettezsandup 
todateinformation on theirwebsite,including links toKCinformation. WhileIamaware that federal lawdoesnot require 
companies torecover,or"assalong'thesefees totheircuatomers.ther~ity isthat they do. AsaconsumerIwouldlikeenaureI 
amchargedfaidy. IftheFCCgoes toanumbers t m e d m y  servicewillcost more. Andaccordingto theCoalitiou'srecent 
meetingswith topFCCofficiala, theFCC has plans tochange ton  flat feesystemsmn andwithoutlegislation. 

Iwillcontinuetomonito~development~on t h e ~ u e a ~ d ~ o n t i ~ u e t o ~ ~ ~ d t ~ ~ ~ d  tomycommunity. Irequest you- 
alongmr)coucernstotheKConmy behaltletting themknowhowaflat feetaxcoulddispro~~ionately affectthaseinyour 
constituency. 

Thank youfo~yourcontinuedwo~kandIlwkforwa~d tohearing &ut yourpositionon thismatter 

Sinmrel 9. 

Dennis Meyem 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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James Post 
Rt 2 Box 312, Washington, WV 26181 

November 30,2005 11:25 PM 

Senator Robert Byrd 
U S  Senate 
3 1 1 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Bud:  

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
'The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not iequire companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure 1 am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

James Post 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



~ ( . , ~ ~ , I  , . , a Dan Brooks ~ , s._. . . _ ' j  ,, 

I-. ._.I I. 1260 E Carbondale Ln. , Petersburg, IN 47567 

November 1,2005 1 1 : 13 AM 

Representative John Hostettler 
U S .  House of Representatives 
1214 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Hostettler: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure 1 am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Dan Brooks 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



fritz kloess 
1755 blosser rd. , arbor vitae, WI 54568-9508 

November 30,2005 1 1 : 15 PM 

Senator Russell Feingold 
U S .  Senate 
506 Han Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Feingold 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A tlat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and mral consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. %le I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

.Thank you for your continued work and 1 look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely. 

fritz kloess 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



James Corban 

27 Wilson Ave , Amity Harbor, NY 11701 ___...- 

November 1,2005 11:12 AM 

Representative Peter King 
US.  House of Representatives 
436 Cannon House Office Bldg. 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative King: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that meam that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

James Corkan 

cc: 
The Federd! Communications Commission 
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November l, 2005 1151 AM 

Representative Tcdd Tiahri 
US. House of Representatives 
2441 Rayburn House Office Bldg. 
Wmhington. DC 205l5-oOo1 

Subject Re: Federals ta te  Joint b a r d  on Universal Service CC tk-=ket 96-45 

Daar RepresentativeTiahrt 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commiarions' (FCC) position to change the Universal Service 
Fund (USF) collection method toa monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, 
will be negatively impacted by theunfairchaw+proped by theFCC. 

As you know,USFiaEui~e~tlycoUectedonarevenuebash. Peoplewhousemorepay moreintothesystem. If t h e F C C h g e s  
thatsystem toaf la t  fee.that meanJthatsomeonewhousesonethouarrndminutesamonthof longdistance,paysthesame 
amount into the  fundassom-ne whouses zerominutesof longdiatanceamonth Constituents whouse theirlimited resources 
wisely shouldnot bepenal izedfordoi~so .  

Aflat fee taxcouldcausemany low-wlumelongdistanceuaers,like~tudents,piepaidwi~elessuaers,senio~citirensandlow- 
income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phon- due to unafford.de monthlg increases on their b i lh  Shifting 
thefunding burdenof theUSFfromhighwlumetolow-volumeusenia~adicalandu~n~. I.addition,itwouldhavea 
hi&y detrimental effect on small businesses all acr- Ametiica. 
TheKeepUSFFairCoalition,ofwhichIamamember,k~~meinfo~medabout theUSFisauewithmonthly newslettenandup 
todateidormation on theirwe~ite,including links toFCCinfonnation. WhileIamaware that federallawdoea not require 
companiea torecover,or"passalong"th~fee3 totheircustomen. thereality isthat they do. AaaconsumerIwauldlikeensureI 
am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will mst more. And according to the Coalition's recent 
meetingswith topFCCofficials, theFCC has plans tochange toaflat feesystemsoon andwithout legislation. 

Iwillcontinuetomonito,developmentson theissueandcontinue tospr-d thewOzdtomycommunity. Irequest you pass 
along mg concerns to the FCC on my LhalL letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionatelq affect t h  io qour 
constituency. 

Thank y o u f o ~  yourcontinuedwobandIlookfoMiard toheatingaboutyou*~itionon thismatter. 

Sincerelq, 

Miely Shaffer 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 

http://unafford.de


Bill Munson 
1415 Donahue Ferry Rd. ', Pineville, LA 71360 

November 30,2005 10:54 PM 

Senator Mary Landrieu 
U.S. Senate 
724 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Selv:.tor Landrieu: 

1 h:w 
UniveLa-. Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along niy concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Bill Munson 

concerns regardine the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



November 1,2005 1145 AM 

Representative J-ph Pitts 
U.S. House of Representatives 
221 Cannon HouseOffice Bldg. 
Washington, Dc 20515-0001 

Subj~tRe:Federal-StateJoint Boardon U n i v e r s a l S w i c e C C I h h t  96-45 

Dear Representative Pitts: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) p i t i o n  to change the Universal Service 
Fund (USF)collection method toa montbly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, 
willbeneaatively impactedby t h e u n f a i r c h a n g e p l b y  theKC. 

Asyouknow,USFiscunentlycollfftedona~~evenuebaais. Peoplewhousemorepay moreintothesystem. IftheFCCcbanges 
thatsystem toafht fee,that meanst~tsommnewhouseaonetho-ndminuteeamonthof longdistance,paysthesame 
amount into thehrndassommnewhowesrerominuteaoflong distanceamonth Constitueniswhowe their limited resources 
wisely should not be p e n a l i d  for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could Cause many low-volume long distance users, like studenis, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and low- 
income residential and rural consumer6 to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting 
the tunding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a 
h & l y  detrimental effect on small bnainegses all across America. 
T h e K ~ p U S F F a i i C ~ i t i o n , o f  whi~hhamamember,k~meinformedabouttheUSFissuewithmonthly n e d e t t e r a a n d u p  
todateinformation on their w e h e ,  including linka toFCCinformation. W e I a m a w a i e  that federallawdoea not require 
mmpenies to recover, or 'pess along" thesefees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I 
amchargedfairly. I! theFCCg-toanumbera taxed,mysewicewillcostmore. Andaccording totheCoalition'sr=ent 
meetingswithtopFCCofficial~theFCCha~~lanstochangetoaflat!eerystsmsoonandwithoutlegialatioa. 

Iwillcontinue tomonitordevelopmentson theissueandcontinue towread theword tomy community. Iregueat youpass 
along mq concern3 to theFCCon my behalf, letting tbem knowhowaflat fee taxcoulddispropo~ionately affect thosein your 
constituencq. 

Thanksoufo~gourcontinuedworkandllookforward tohearing about y o u r ~ i t i o n o n  thismatter. 

Sincerely, 

Robert Hoxton 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Gmmisaion 

' I  ' 
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Theresa Ellis 
64 Circle Drive West, Montgomery, IL 60538 

November 30,2005 11:09 PM 

Senator Barack Obama 
US. Senate 
7 13 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 10-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Obama: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance. pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair C,oalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Theresa Ellis 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Rosemary Headlee 
124 Cedar S t ,  Henderson, NV 89015 

November 1,2005 11:31 AM 

Senator John Ensign 
U.S. Senate 
356 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 9645  

Dear Senator Ensign: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which 1 am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Rosema3 Headlee 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



November 1,2005 11 2 4  AM 

Senator Saxby Chambliss 
U.S. Senate 
416 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Chambliss: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and m a l  consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which 1 am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Denise Grafton 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Compission ,. . . , .  , . , 
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Robert Stelling 

1724 Heiden Ave. , Ci-cst Mill, IL 60435-2030 ------_I-- 

November 30,2005 10:37 PM 

Senator Barack Obaina 
U.S. Senate 
713 Hart Senate Officc Uuilding 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Obama: 

I have serious concerns rcgarding the Federal.Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
l-r~.~:m~l Service Fund. (USF) collection methud to 3 monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and ncighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the sanic amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use thcir limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could causc many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residentla1 and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting thc liiiiding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition. it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to datc information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not rcquire companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consuni~r I would like ensure I am charged fairly. Ifthe FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat Tee s y s l c m  soon and without legislation. 

I will continue t o  moni1oI~ developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my cornu&'. 1 request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know bow a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your consiitiiency. 

,hank you COL p u r  cun:inued \\ark and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter -,- 

Sincerely, 

Robert Stelling 

cc 
FCC General Email l h n  
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